Notes on grasses. 

GEORGE V. NASH. 


My recent articles on “New or Noteworthy American 

Grasses,” published in the Bulletin of the Torrey Botanical 

Club, seem to have caused considerable consternation among 
the aprnstnlnorrcfe ^ fk a a \Yash 


u ' J -b ‘h *• ^***- uaj lg in w nn.li uit^ navt lmululu 

them. This haste has evidently led them into the commission 
of obvious errors, which would have been avoided had more 
care been taken in investigating the facts. 

n ovr.nt, : ( j e £ 0 my disposition of Agrostis brevi - 

, - v. xmuctxi. i am aware that until the type of this 

p ant can be seen, absolute certainty of identification is im¬ 
possible The character given by Nuttall, to which your 

- II ^ » a « 


folia 


I 


correspondent alludes, “culms solid and compressed 

not terete but solid and ancipital,” is one which is pecul- 
y applicable to the plant I have referred to Agrostis brev- 
10 la> an< ^ which your contributor thinks is the Vilfct Rich- 
sonis of Trinius. In the plant I have referred to Agrostis 
fevifolia the culms are solid, much compressed, and even 

ancipital. - - - 


- -** >■»»'- \-y pu vi Vilfa cuspidati* xvi*., .— ... 

j s * °*Prnbia College Herbarium, the culm, on the contrary, 

, ere ^ e W1 th the exception of a slight flattening on one side, 
n never approaches ancipital in any degree. If this char- 
er ls to be considered as “essential and decisive,” it does 

n 0* arcriift .. . . . t _XT..*.*. 


Vilfc 


brevifolici 


Cryptostachys vaginata 


^^Steudel 

monotypic 


rr en p me 11 ^ Oil Wiilvll iiC lvUilvltvi i j r 

lifer S L [^P tosta chys, in the following words: “Panicum pro 
the ” r ^. r * Amerc. un. it. 1837.” 1 There is a specimen in 
the ? urn kia College Herbarium with a printed label bearing 
the rf ° Ve G u °ted words, and thus evidently a duplicate of 

w, c era<5c Ck...j . . . ’ .... , C. ji.. it., r ruf* 


^ teu( i e l had in mind; it is undoubtedly the v • 
r e 5 s a n efl0ra Torr - Steudel, like many others, applied Tor- 
-~-_J^^tothe wrong plant. But a careful consideration 
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of the generic description given by Steudel should have availed 
to show that his Cryptostachys vaginata is Vilfa vaginaeflora 
Torr., for he says: “glumae 2 . . . acuminata; val¬ 

vular 2 membranaceae pilosae acuminatae.” These characters, 
especially the reference to the pubescence of the flowering 
scale (valvula), are found in Vilfa vaginaeflora of Torrey, and 
well distinguish it from my Sporobolus neglectus, in which the 
empty and flowering scales are never more than acute and 


-- —. j 

empty and flowering scales are never more 

perfectly glabrous. Besides the longer and relatively nar 

rower spikelets in V. vaginaeflora Torr., another characte 

serves well to distinguish these two related species. InSpor 

obolus vaginaeflorus the flowering scale in age is 

usually mottled, while in Sporobolus neglectus it become 
white and shining. 


dull ani 


< i 


- — — « 

The other of your correspondents seems to question th 


regards cne tacts. In reference to Andropogon alopecuroid 
• , it is perfectly evident that Linnaeus applied his flamed 
form with a twisted awn, for he uses the expression “arist 
tortuosis. It makes no difference whether the twisting ( 
^ if awn ' s specific value or not. The only question is, t 
w at form did Linnaeus give the name “alopecuroides/ ^ 
as made himself clear on this point, as stated above, 
a so makes the following citation: “Andropogon culmopai 
cu ato. Gron. virg. 133.” On page 133 of Gronovius'Fit 

‘*r^* imCa a bove quoted words are found and appended 

601. I have been thus explicit, as a referen 

J 113 , e ¥ your correspondent to “Gronovius’ number ij 

not investigated trejMl 


Andropogon alopecuroii-- 


( a ‘•‘jc aDove quoted words ai 

ayt. n. 601. I have been thus 

made by your correspondent 

leads me to believe that he has not investigated the m 
very carefully, and the above words of explanation may 
rft- V t evidently inferred that the number 1 

e . y innaeus referred to the number attached to so 

Flad he looked into the subject, he would not 

made this ermr 1 


J* or ?*r t0 certain just what Clayton’s no. 601 is, 

the i/ffr ^ ls ^ ,nc f forms were sent to Mr. E. G. f 1 
ij ri |- S , ^ USeum , where Clayton’s plants are depo* 1 
He renlieri — Y our no. 2 matches the 


p 1 ia * \* i v, ^iaytviii s uidiiw ***~ - * , 

tvne a P ^ ed a T S fol,ows: <4 Vour no. 2 matches the Clay 

vourfeIf d T aS 1 ^ hou ? ht Perhaps you would like to see thi> 
mission^ 1 T n l a .!?:, a P°[ the » ith . Mr ' 


mission ” Tf H i yp e Wltn ^ 

160. coiler^ l i S f t , tIed the matter conclusively 


in 1893, and Kearney s 


Bushs 

no.: 
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collected in southeastern Kentucky in 1893, belong here. 
Whether the Erianthus saccharoides of Michaux is the same 
or not must remain doubtful until his type is seen. 

As to the separation of Panicum into a number of genera, 
this of course must be a matter of individual opinion. If it 
can be divided into groups, why not call these groups genera? 
At all events consistency should be used in the treatment of 
the subject. If it is thought best to make one vast genus out 
of all these related groups, it would seem better not to draw 


arbitrary 


Why 


not Paspalum be included 


also, as it approaches Eupanicum as closely as does Synthe- 
risma? How large is to be this aggregation? Cannot Erio- 
chloa, Anthaenantia, Oplismenus, Ixophorus, Pennisetum, 
etc., come in with equal propriety? 

Nothing new is added by your contributor to the argument 
in reference to Panicum latifolium L. As the matter has 
been referred to, it may be well to call attention to the work 
of Doell, for whose judgment your correspondent seems to 

res P ec t, as evidenced by his remarks in relation to Syn- 
t erisma. Doell 2 has applied the Linnaean name latifolium 
to the tropical plant, and cites P. divaricatum L. as a syno¬ 
nym. Among the synonymy, and heading the list, will 
e found Bambosulus latifolius Sloane, Voy. pi- ' 7 1 - fii- 3 - 
s Linnaeus refers to this same figure 3 it is not difficult to 
understand what he had in mind and whence he derived the 
name latifolium. If Linnaeus had in his possession, at the 
<rne of the publication of his first edition of the species Plan- 
arum, the plant which Munro says is attached to the sheet 
oaring the tropical plant, would he not have referred to it in 
omeway? Linnaeus simply says: “Habitat in America. . Un- 

er • clandestinum, published on the same page, he distinctly 

l a * es ^hat he had that plant from Kalm. Is it not clear that 

e received from Kalm, after the publication of his first edi- 


,unn America: 

_[°pical plant, 


h Munro says was ticketed, ‘ from 
At Kew the name has been applied 


p_r t > as shown by a numucr ui 

uni , a College Herbarium determined by Prof. D. O i y er> 

Guiana n ° S ‘ 2 ’° 53 and 3,593> J enman ’ fr ° m BntlS 

contribu tor says that my Panicum bore al e is a form o f 

*Sd'p. 1 '!- Bras - 2*: 206. 1877. 


the 

number of specimens in the 
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P . dichotomum, and may be separated as a variety of it. It 
is evident he has never seen the plant growing or he would 
hardly make this statement. Its habit is not that of P. dicho* 
tomum, but more that of P. laxifiorum Lam., from which it 
is abundantly distinct, both in technical characters and range. 
P. laxiflorum, so far as I am aware, does not occur north of 
Maryland. P. boreale, on the other hand, is a northern spe¬ 
cies, extending along the northern border of the United 
States. I have seen specimens from Newfoundland, Maine, 
Ontario, New York and Minnesota. It was collected by the 
writer at Cairo, in the Catskill Mts., N. Y., in 1893. It was 

quite plentiful there, and it was from field observations that 

my attention was called to its specific differences. The P. l<a m 

iflorum of Rand and Redfield’s Flora of Mt. Desert (p. 175 ) 
belongs here. 


The comments made on my disposition of P. capillatt var. 
minor Muhl. are open to the same criticism made above in 
relation to P. boreale; your contributor is evidently not 
familiar with the plant as it occurs in the field. It i scer ’ 
tainly as worthy of specific rank as P. flexile (Gatting.) Scribn. 
Are all these well-marked forms to be combined and this ag- 
gregation called a species? I will acknowledge this is an easy 
way to dispose of the matter, and entails little work on the 
aut or, but to those using the resulting work it is a constant 

source of confusion and disappointment. 

Now as to the Ixophorus of Schlechtendal. Hackel 4 recog¬ 
nizes it, as being equivalent to Setaria, in the following word 5 

or jt s Schlecht. ist eine einborstige Setaria' 

, ^ rasses °I Scribner and Southworth, a translation® 

ifV. a °t^ e ^ uo ^ e< ^ words occurs and no comments are ad 
a . oug comments do occur in other parts or the same wot 

•. Vl y a uthors were satisfied with thsi disposition 0 


it. 

case. 


n * u,c autn °rs were satisfied with thsi disposing - 

' ‘ are th e above parties alone in this treatment of» 

In the Index Kewensis the same view is maintain 


.. S . e ^> 5 lves » as synonyms of Setaria uniseta, 
se a Presl. and Ixophorus unisetus Schlecht. 
Columbia College, New York. <|j I ■ 
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